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Foreword
The Research and Development Utilization (RDU) program was

established in June, 1976, as an action research project of the National

and career educa-
tion

of Education (NIE). The program hel schools to fclarrfy
and solve local .problems in the areas of basic skis
non through the use of innovative R&D products A major NIE purpose
in conducting the prbgram is to learn more ab ut the managetnent of
the local school improvenab t process and t e role that externally
develo ed R&D products ca play in making it more effective. To this
end, November, 1977, A t Associates was ntracted to conduct a

-study the RDU piograM.

This .preliminary description of the RDU pitogram a. d_ its policy
context it intended to providp the study's major audieRces and parti-
cipants with an overview of the program, the projects Asponsors, the
research design of the Abt Associates study, and finally the relevance of
the study to current ed

Abt
decisions at the federal and gtate

levels. It is hoped that his description will serve two purposes. First,
we believe evaluation r arch is most useful if it is influenced by the
Information needs,of i major consumers. We hope this booklet will
encourage an ngoingelialogue between ourselves and, our major audi-
ences. mans of ucatibnar change programs (including school
based practi One.rs), researchers, and policy makers. The,section of this
booklet on the policy , context of the research ,is, in fact, based on

'interviews we haye conducted already Nth 'a selected group of ethica-
tional policy makers at !the federal and hate levels. Second, we Mope this

. - document will, provide RDU program partic.ipants (including school

. level personnel) with a useful orientation to the study in which they,
themselves will be askell to participate. ' .

.Many individuals within the National Institute of Education, the
seven RDU projects, and the over 240 schc;ols and school districts under

\ study are helping us
ii
achieve our goals. Maly Ahn Millsap and -John

' Egenneier hqe served as federal project officers for otir study.. Senta
Raizen, Lam Hutchins, and Ward Mason have had major supervisory
responsibility for the program and its ovaluiition. Thomas Israel is
the federal Rail Program Manager. Each bf these individuals has pla'yed
a major tole in formulating the objectifies of the research. The. staffs
of the seven RDU programs and the teachers and administrators of the
schools and school districts engaged, in the progeam have given generous
ly of their time and experience in support of this research.' ,i

. tk : V .. .
I. .. .

'IVIthan Abt Associates, Kent Clikboear, Diane Kell, James Molitor,
--Sceila'Rosenblum, Gregory.Spencer, aild Joseph Zelan have held senior

.. '4N;"

.

I ..1
. . t. s

'...t,
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responsibilities, for. the design ari),)
-.1

implementation of the research.
Margie Schwartz has been responsible for the numerous office manage.
ment tasks of the project since It began. Peter Desmond has edited
,this bpoldet, and Joyce Rocklin and Linda Clement are responsible
for its design.

Finally' we sincerely apprecide the oontributions of'the police'
makers who offered their thoughts on out work. -r

. ..
Karen Seashore Louis Michael B. Kane
Principal Investigator ttoject Director-

Cambndge, Massachusetts
1978September, 1
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The RDU Program \
ek

A number of federally stimulated. efforts in the field of 'education '
hate been oriented to finding solutions. to local school problems. As a
result, many local schools, universities, and reseajh organizations have
developed innovative curricula, training methods, 37 classroqm materials.
thifortunately, these and other products of educational lt&D have ofteil
failed to spread far beyond the places where they were initially de-
veloped. In education, as in other fields, it seems that a gap has opened
between khowledge producers and the potential consumers of that
knowledgf, between researchers and practitioners. The result is that
many schools across the country are struggling with the same problems. . .

3. Some try to solve them using local ingenuity and, in the process, in
vent the wheel many times over. A fey., pick up on golutions that have
been tried elsewhere but have not necessarily been proven effective. r4
Many resign themselves to the status quo. '

. . .

In recerit" years, however, both federal and state gournments have
begun sponsoring dissemination efforts to close the gap between the
producers and consumers of new_e.91 rational products and knowledge.
One such effort is unuival in its emphasis on a research based, rational
approach to local school improvement through the use of existing,
,validated R&D products. This is the Rescarch and Development Utiliza
tion (RDU). program, established by the National Institute of Education
(NIE) in 1976. Regarded as an "action r arch" endeavor, this program
has been designed to achieve three majo objectives: -

.
.

to help schools alleviate spe fic, locally defined problems
in the areas of basic skills career education; .

4.

to help school 'and community personnel learn about the
products of educational R&D; and

, .
. to increase understanding of how, the local piogram im-

provement process can be better managed and become
more effective. ,

.
.

. . ,
io

. , As depicted in Figure 1, the RDU program sponsors seven pro.
sects. four under the direction of state education agencies (in Pennsyl
vania, Georgia, Plorida 'and Michigan) and three managed by multi
state consortia (the National Education Association, based in Washing
ton, D.C., The NETWORK Consortium based in Andover, Massachu
setts, and the Northwest Reading Cons9rtium, based in the state educa
tion agency in Olympia, Washington). Overallncoordination, of the RDU
program is the responsibility of NIE's Program on Dissemination and
Improvement of Practice. N

. .0. 7 r

e
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Figure 1

GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION OF R & D UTILIZATION PROGRAM
PROJECTS AND WEI
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The RDU Projects

The seven RDU projects share certain programmatic character-
istics. First, they have the common goal of improving problem solving
and knowledge utilization in local schools. Since "problem solving"
and "knowledge utilization" are central concepts in the RDU program,
it is useful to distinguish between them:

Problem tolvinehas to do with the school's efforts to
identify basic organizational and instructional dilemmas
and then to choose and implement the betrIStAls to re
solve them. The range of problems facing any school is
enormous, from. poor staff morale to lack of adequate
curriculum materials. The RDU program. addresses a subset
of these problemst those dealing with basic skills or career
education.

Knoviledy,e utilization is a part of the problem -solving
irocess. It involves the systematic gathering of informa

Joe.



tion by the schdol from yariotts internal and external
sources, evaluating that information, and making decisions
about how to use it. Again, the,RDU program focuses on
a subset of knowledge utilization activities: the use of
externally generated products of educational research and
development. .

A second common characteristic is that each project includes in its
design a number of stages through which each school Or school district is
expected to go in the process of problem solving and knowledge utiliza
tion. Generally, the stages Include:

z

the iden tification of a problem or set of problems;

41 examination of alternative solutions to the. problem (with
the focus on 'externally generated R&D products, such alp
new materials, concepts, packages or teaching.methodolo7
gies); and .

the selection;

implementatioh, and
I

intorpora ion of a solution.
r 4

hay elaborated a number of substages.
However, some rojects deal with only selected stages of this model
while others

projects
I -

Third, the mojects all deal directly with the local schools or school'
districts being se ed in the progr

I
.

. Fourth, to ordinate the services provided to the local schools and
school dittncts and to help guide the local school personnel, each project .

supports two or More "linking agents." The role of the linking agents
,varies among prof ts. Most operate out of an intermediate service
agency, or a state ducation agency, and each serves a specific set of
local schools or school districts.

Fifth, each project stresses the importance of local decision making
relative to the problem solving and knowledge utilization process. The
linking agents may supply encouragement, advice on substantive issues
and decision making ,procedures, and access to additional human 1St
financial resources. Hoy/ever, local school personnel must take the initia
tive in identifying they, problem(s) and deciding on a solution. In most
projects this is achi ved.,, through the establishment of local decision
making structures, sus as advisory councils or local action teams.

9
3
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Finally, each project relies to some extent on a network of resource
agencies, which cooperate in providing assistance to schobls or perform
mg other project tasks. These agencies include state education agencies,
intermediate service agencies, public and private universities and colleges,
federally funded regional educational laboratories, teacher education
centers, and independent research and consulting firms. In some in
stances, working relationships among these agencies have been developed
specifically foi arrRDU.dproject.

Despite the similarities noted above, there are differences among
the projects in the emphasis on different aspects of the RDU program.
For those who are interested in the distinguishing features of the indi
vidual Projects, please see Appendix A.

The RDILStudy

Aht Associates' study of the RDU program presents a challenging
opportunity to make major contributions to the understanding of
rational problein solving in local schools by examining how schools
utilize externally developed R&D products to iffiprove administrative
procgdures and instructional practices. The study also promises to in
crease the gore of relevant infornijtion about the design, operation
and results of dissemination programs in education. It. addresses seven
major issues: - '4.

how relationships are managed between various agencies
which have the expertise and resources to help local schools
solve problems;

to what degree an intervention program such as RDU
can help schools overcome barriers to successful problem
solving (limited access to information, lack of planning
skills, etc.); -.

4

to what degtee the products of educational R&D are rele-
vant to the problems and contexts of local schools;

what ,ttre impact is of the products of educational R&D
! once they have been adopted.and implemented;

what factors contribute to the institutionalization of the
RDU approach within a variety of organizations;

how linking agents coordinate the flow of external re-
sources toschools, and whetter this helps the schools
solve problems; and

sit
I 10
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how efficient the RDU approach is in relation to approaches
taken by other major dissemination efforts.'

Many sp'ecific, research questions can 6e derived from these general
' issues. To help reduce the complexity of the overall undertaking and to

ensure that each issue receives adequate attention, the study has been
divided into three distinct but interrelated levels of analysis:

/11e School Level Study addresses a set of questiorb.ccin-
ceniingthe 'nature and outcomes of the use of external
resources in the problem solving process in -schools:- It
will investigate how this process is related to the school's
problems, existing conditions such as the organizational
environment and resources, and the servizes-a-nd-resourcee
that are delivered to the school during the princess.

The Linking Agent Study offers a frame4ork for under-
standing the use of linking agents in programs of man-
aged change. It will tleicribe the roles assumed by linking
agents at different stages in the problem solving process
and when different ranges and types of services and re-
sources are prOyided to the schools.

The Project Level Study provides an opportunity to learn
about the effectiveness of -Kelieff different types of or._
ganizational networks (the seven projects), each delivering
different types of services and resources to schools with
different characteristics and contexts. In addition, the
Project level Study will consider the differences (in 411c-
ture, objectives, resources, and tactics) between the RDU
program and several other federally funded programs for
managed educational change.

NIE has identified three priority target groups for the results of
the Abt Associates study. These groups are the ones most able to make
immediate contributions to the improvement of existing structures and
practices for managing change. They are the managers of change pro
grams (including schoolbased practitioners), policy makers, and re-
searchers. Managers and practitioners need.to know what really works

4 if they are to solve educational problems. Polity makers at the state
and federal levels require information that will allow them to design
programs that will have the highest probability of impact, given limited
budgets,. and other constraints. Researchers, particularly applied re,
searchers, need accurate information about programs and their results
in order to develop more refined concepts and models of change which
will lead to improved practices in the future.

5
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The Policy Context
Too fiequentlY, evaluations proceed with a limited understanding

of the context and information needs of the major users of a study.
In order to avoid that mistake, Abt Associates Inc. has begun an ongoing
dialogue with policy makers, researchers, and managers of programs, of
educational change. We have already tald to 25 policy makers in the

. legislative .and executive branches of eral and state governInent
These informal interviews, lasting approximately one hour each, were
conducted during April, May, and June of 1978.

,

The objectives of these interviews were:

to ascer;ain the policy relevance and context of the RDU
if

study;

to make sure That the issues and questions on which this
study has been focusedare apptopriate;

to identity additional questions that could be answered
through this study; and ,

to determine the policy makers' priorities among the issues
and questions that the study will address.

Staff members of DIIE's Program an Dissemination and Imprpve-
ment of .Practice assiated us in the selection of potential interviewees. I
In particular, we sought individuals who had experience in, or were
familiar with, policy decisions relating to educational problem solving
and the use and dissemination of educational,khowledge. We hoped/that
these individuals would be broadly, repreSentatir of four different
groups of policy makers. federalexecutive, federal legislative, state- .l
executive, and state-legislative.

The 25 policy makers who ultimately were interviewed included 12,
. at the federal level and 13 at the state level, with about twice as many,

executive as legislative representatives at each level. The full list of inter
viewees is presented bn, the inside back cover of this booklet.

During the interviews, the policy makers were asked to address
themselves to three topics: f

-
lhe..importahce of the anti progyrn and the RDU study,

S the relevance kff the study issuesto educational decision.making; and

6 12
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r

the Usefulness o e levels of .analsis a nd the research
qbesii?ns.

Iniportance o
and the A'bt

.40

The p"olicy makers stiongl en red both the program and the
study. First of 'all, they recogniz the eecl for a systematic.effort to
put the latest educational toolsin of the classrbom teachere
insiiiacrbf on some shelf. The polic make also, agreed that.the RIJU
progrsarr,wis right to let local schools' define ti eir own problems.in
basic skills and icareer education, they felt that lOcatprincipals and
teachers are in the best positions 'to identify where.they are, where they
wank to go, and how they get there. The information on available,
products and services the financial resources, and the linkihg agents
provided by'tlie program_Belp the schools along rather than direting
them:

Stit4 policy makers commonly expressed appreciation of the
er al government's initiatives in the field of dissemination, dpproving -C1"-)
the I$DU prokrAm'a.$ well asiarlier activities. In particular, they wel
coned the additional resources that federal efforts provide. However,
they also acknowledged that the fedegovernment is uniquely able
alto organize a national experiment witli'different approaches to knowl
edge utilization Id probrem ioiving and (2), to- compile data basesof__
available R&D products that individual states could not hope to dupji
cate on their own,,

,

Secondly, thepolicy makers felt that a study of how the nu
program, worked and what it accomplished was a- worthwhile project

, with many potential inkormational payoffs. Information on the process
and outcomes of .educatio0 change was sought by some policy
makers, who mentioned theft they could take advantage of this inform
Lion by making sure that future programs, incorporate any contexttial
factors which the study found promoted desirable change and avoid
any which hindered it. Interviewees also thought that thlt study could
contribute.to their understanding of how schools solve problems, hipw
Well external linkage arrangements, work, and what value the prodtfcts
being dissenlinated .have."Finiilly; the possibility that the study might
produce evaluitive data on the RDU program's cost4ffectiveness and ,

impact on schools was often mentioned as a major reispn why this
study should be conducted.

. .

'One policy maker did question the timing of the RDU program and,
nsion, any attempt to study it. This congressional staff/ member

..

the RDU Prokrajn
()dates Stu

13 7



0-

,argued that it is premature to operate a dissemination program for
, products of unproven effectiveness. It would be preferable, he suggested,

far. Abt Associates to study and verify the products' -worth before NIE
spends any more tim'e or money to-disseminate.hem.a. . .

Even policy makers who were supportive of. the RDU program
and study advised Abt -Associates to make ;we that the study was
relevant to the needs of practitioners and not just other researchers.
Some said they were.tired of research reports 'that amved too late or
were too full of theoretical speculations to help them make the tough
decisions. Several policy makers accented the need for study reports to
avoid using terms unfamiliar to those not currently involved in the
practice of educational dissemination. It was clear from our interviews
thlt the study's usefulness would depend in large measure on the extent
to which it produced timely, practical. information that could be under-
stood by a wide range of people in (he educational community.

Relevance of the Study Issues
to Educgtional Deci§iop-Making

The policy makers w ere asked how much they would value informa
tion about each of the seven major issues'guiding the study. Our concern
was that 'the study should produce reliable data which educational
leaders could readily apply to decision making. Figure '2 reveals not
only the rankings assigned fo-thels,sues by the intervievees but also some
striking differences of opinion between the federal and state policy
makers.

Inf6rmation about how much impact R&D products ha on schools
(Issue.g 4) was gi en a high priOrity by almost everyone. Many argued
that this issue wa "bottom line" of the entire study since other
issues were mainly ed with factors facilitating impact or explain
ing it ace pondent commented that unless the Rai
program helped sc each kids in the areas of basic skills and career
education, the rest of the program was intellectually. stimulating but
practically oarthless. Since the policy makefs valued information on this
issue, they also cautioned Abt Associates to be careful not to attribute
impacts to the RDU program in situations where other programs or cir- .

tiumstances might have produced the apparent change.

. There was less agreement among the policy makers concerning the
other issues. Predictably, &dere! level interviewees were substantially
more interested in comparing the RDU program with other federal dis-
semination effaits than were those on the state level (Issue # On the
other hand ..many states are currently experimenting with linkage ar-
rangements more to strengthen administrative relationships between

8 14
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.
RANKINGS OF STUDY ISSUE'S BY FEDERAL AND STATE

POLICY MAKERS

1. How relations are managed between
various agencies which have the exper

*use and resources to assist local
lenools in problem solving

2. To what degree an intervention pro-
gram such as RDU can help schools
overcome barrier; to successful prob

"tem solving (limited access to inform/
von, lack of-planning skills, etc.)

3. To what degree the products of &Rica
tional R &D ore relevant to the problems
and contexts of local schools

4. What the imgzass.of the products of
educational R&D once they havg
been adoptectand implemented

5. . What factors contribute to the Inn is

tutionalizat,ion of the RDU approach
within a variety of organizations

.17

6. How linklhg agents coordinate the
flow of external resources to schools,
and whether this helps the schools
solve problems

7. How efficient the RDU approach is
In relation to approaches taken by
other major dissemination efforts *.

S"

NOTE: The issue assigned the highest
priority is ranked #1, the second
highest # Z and so on.

I

RanlcIngspy
'Fedetti

Policy Makers

5

Rankings by
, State

Policy Makers

3 '5

7 4

1 2 '

J......
i 4 6

6. . 1

2 7
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the state department and local districts than to disseminate knowledge
and these policy makerk were eager for information about how' linking
agents work (Issue 4.64. The stateevel emphasis on reinforcing state
local ties plight also accounr(vr their fairly high ranking of the issues,
on the mahagement of intecorganizational relatidnships (Issue # 1).

. .

When asked for specific examples of how they would use infor-
mation about various' issues, the federal policy makers nentoned several

' pending decisions which_ could be influenced by a study of the RDU
proiram:

expansion of cu rrent knowledge dissemination and utiliza-
tion activities;

reauthorization of the Elementary and 'Secondary Educa-
tion Act;, S

reauthorization pf lithe National Institute of Education,
especially consideration of its appropriate role in knowl-
edge dissempation;

annual appro-nr!ations for NIg in particular nd HEOF in
general; and

applicability of an agncu
education,,a nation
established lo,info
novative education

The state-level po icy makers.
some states' plans for/decentralizing

. 1

"extension agent" model to
nication network could be

Tonal about in-
.

bse ed that decisions relating toNJ
cation41 autlority could well be

influenced by RDL1 program information. 'Ire studikemight help state
agencies develop mechanisms for .linking them with what the schools
are doing. Other,possibte uses of study data instate-level decision making
included the devlejopment of statewide compilations of available Lduca
tfonal products, stlengthening of school linkages with universities, and

7 State technical Ostancetn local problem solving.

, The policy makers also were asked to react W lists of potential
research questions that' had been generated for each of the three levels
of analYtis in tlit'Abt Associates study (school, linking agent, and pro
ject). For those interested in the policy makers' perceptions of the most
important levels of analysis and research questions, please see Appendix
B. . 1-:,.

, ..
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Plaqs for the Study

le

Abt Associates' design for the RDU study env use of a
variety of data collection strategies. Over the ne t two years, these
strategies will include site visits to, telephone and in,person interviews
with, and mail.sivieys of:

crtralRDU kciebt staff;,
teachers and edministraiors;

linking agents;

NIE officials; and

representatives of o ther federal programs for dissemination
and focal program improvement.

In .additkon, project documents such as activity logs, budget and
evaluation reports, and orgariization charts will be used to address many
of the reftarch questions. finallylk a great quantity of anecdotal and
descriptive data, plus site-sOcific analyses, will be available from cas9
studies being produced by researchers who have, been employed for tills
purpose by each of the individual projects. About six to eight case
studies are being written 'for each project, following common formats

, and outlines prepared especially to ensure the relevance of the case,
studies to the overall RDU study.

Integrating and atalyzirg theevast amounts of quantitative and
qualitative data being generated for tills study will be a challenging.
undertaking. This task will be made simpler by focusing on the three
different levels of analysit. Although the conceptual., models and vari
ables for these Iftels of analysis are compatible, they Olso can be viewed
independently, tus simplifying not onlYI the analysis but tlso the
reporting. 1

At least three types of reports wil,l be produced:

.summiu'y reports, which highlight the- issues, and options
concerned with a particular program topic; 1,

/ :
issue-oriented reports, which provide somewhat more depth
on a given topic, than' would a summary repOrt and are
aimedrat,explaining RDU tics an procedures; and-..,

'

t
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, .

technical reports, which contain detailed data findings and
justification of analyses to support the description and con-
clusions contained in the other two types of reports.

o

While the final results of the study will not be available until the, fall of
1980, preliminary reports will be produced beginning in the fall of 1978
as indicated in Figure 3. ,z

Questions about the RDU study should be directed to. Karen Sea-
shore Louis or Michael B. Kane at Abt AssOciates Inc. (8171492-7100).
Further. information Ain't the RDU program is available from Thomas
Israel -of NIE's Program on Dissemination and Improyement of Practice
(202/254.5510).

f.

s
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DATA SOURCES

Site Visits

Telephone Interviews

In-person Interview;
.

4151314"Ys
Project Documents

CIO Studies.

a Elgure 3
4THE RELATIONSHIP OP DATA SOURCES, LEVELS OF ANALYSIS. REPORTS.

AND AUDIENCES IN THE STUDY OF THE R&D UTILIZATION PROGRAM

LEVEL OF:ANALYSIS

School Level Study

Linkring Agent Studir

Project Level Study

IMMIAN .mmomr

REPORT PRIMARY AUDIENCE
...

Report of Special Study of Selected R&O outcomes 11979) Policy Maker! (NiE)
Interim'Report tivEducatiortalPractitionets (19791 a. Managers
Final Report to Educational Practitioners (1980) Managers

Special Report on Selected RDU Sites (1980) Researchers

Report on Linking Agent Support and Training (1979)_,.. Managers

Case Manual for Linking Agent Trisning 11980) Managers

Report on Protect Management Issues and Practices (1979) -0Y Managers

Special Report on Role of NIE 11979) ---o. Policy Makers (NIE1

-

a Interim Report oivilmportant Policy Orsvoris 119781r-
4,='' Interim Report on RDU Program (1978)---;..

P-Memorandum on a Dissemination /Diffusion /Change
Research Agenba (1979)

Finat Report on Important Policy Questions
and Recommendationsior Federal Polley
in Support of Eduoitional pangs-IMO)

41.. Foal Report of RDU Study 11980)

41. Executive Summary of RDU Study (1980)
a- Abide or News Release to General Public (1990)

1

Policy Makers (NIE)

Resear.chers/PoIrcy Makers
(NIE)
Policy Makers (NIE)

Policy Makers

Researchers/Policy Maket.s

PoliCy Makers

General Public



pep& A
RJ9U Project Deicriptions

Pennsylva a Department of Education. The participating agenci
of the Penns vania RDU project, in addition to the Pennsylvania D
partment of Education; are Research for Better,Schools (a regional
educational laboratory), Research and Information Services for Educa-
tion (an independent information and dissemination service), the Learn-
ing Research and Development Center at the University of Pittsburgh,
and two of the state's intermediate service agencies. Two full-time
linking agents. one in each intermediate service agency, etch working
with five schools serve as the primary project contacts for their re-
spective schools and coordinate all project services to .those schools.
In addition, they frequently visit the schools to carry out needs assess-
ment activities and to assist in group planning and decision making
sessions. The project's problem solving, model, which was developed
by the participating resource agencies, involves numerous defined steps,
including a series of formal sessions at the school sites. Th ons
are attended not only by the local action team and the linking ag t,
but also by a team of resource agency personnel.

Georgia Department of Education. The emphasis of the RDU
project in Georgia is on building local-educational agency (school dis
trict) capacities in the early stages of Planning,apd?program selection.
To achieve this purpose,,services and funds are being provided, to 38
participating school distnctis, to assist them through these early stages.
The implementation phase of the problem solving model is subsequently
carried out with federal funds available through thq state De_partment of
.Education under Title 1V C of the Elementary and Secondat Education
Act. The school districts participating in the project are located in 3
pf the state's 16 intermediate service agencies. Each of the participating
service agencies employs from' one to four linking agents most of

.whom serve part4ime in this role to assist the focal school personnel
In carrying out their planning and program- selection_activitiesThe
extent of involvement of these linking agents, in the local site activities
varies considerably. some offer extensive personal assistance and oon

_ sultation, others simply monitor and provide liaison to project' staff at
the state level.

Florida Department of Education. Under this project, the Florida
Department of Education is developing a linkage system involving the
Department, several universithis in the state (including Florida State
University,and the University of Florida), eight of the state's Teacher
Education Centers (TEC's), a'pproximately 30 schools.in the eight TEC

.
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areas, and various other agencies. A distinctive feature of this project is
that training in group problem solving techniques is provided .not only
to the linking agents (one of whom is located in each TEC) but also to
selected local school staff, called "school site facilitators." The school
site facilitators, with the help of their respective lirdcing agents, are
responsible for leading the staff at their sites through tile.,entire problem
solving and knowledge .utilization process. The TEC linking agents
play an ,important monitoring and facilitating role. Their involvement
with the project ranges from half- to full-time. Each schoirl is also
assigned a university-based linker, who plays a less active, consultative
role.

Michi an De artment of Education. The Mill project in Michigan
is designed to i p local sites meet the requirements of state career
education legislation passedin. 1974. One of the project's major objec-
tives is to develop a permanent dissemination and diffusion system in
career education. Because of this emphasis on building a permanent
system, the project is attempting to work with existing structures,
rather than building new ones. Part of this strategy is to use, as linking
agents the 49 Career Education Planning District (CEPD) coordinators
located within the state's participating intermediate service agencies.
The CEPD coordinators are responsible for monitoring, assisting and
documenting project-related activities at the site level. However, this
project differs from most of the RDU projects in that it places less
emphasis on the linking agent role, in fact, the project provides no
salary support fokthe CEPD coordinators. The primary strategy is to
provide direct training and programmatic funds to coordinators who
a staff .members at the local sites, thus building the sites' internal

pacity foi pursuing a problemsolving sequence and implementing
nnovative programs in career education. Forty-nine school or school

distnct sites (one each in all but 5 of the state's 54 intermediate service
districts) are assisted -through this project.

National Education Association., The National Education Asia
ciation (NEA) operates this project in collaboration with the state educa
tion agencies and corresponding state education associations in 12
states. Alabama, California, Iowa, MassachUsetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Washington, Wisconsin, and *yarning.
In contrast to most of the other RINJ projects, this project focuses on
teacHer inservice education problems. Local inservice education c
mittees in,.pproximately 60 school districts decide on local needs or
teacher inservice education and communicate these needs (via a t 11

free telephone call) to one .of two information specialists in NF A's
Washington, D.C. office. Making use clan information system contain
ing descriptions of hundreds of inservice training programs, the informs
tion apetlists then select those inservice educatioepacVages that #eem

t
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most .aPpropnate and send descriptions of these packages to the site
On -site essupport for needs assessment and problem identification is pro-
vided by two linking agents in each state, who also train the local staff
in how to utilize the information system. One of these linking agents
("state facilitators") is a staff member orthe state education agency,
and the other is on the staff of the stare education association. Each
commits about 10-15% of his or her time to the RDU project.

The NETWORK. Under the overall management of The NET
WORTC,nonprofit research and service organization in Andover,
Massachusetts, a consortium of agencies in six states has been formed to
improve the utilization of R&D products in reading in selected local

' schools. The sixstate consortium is designed so that the member
agencies reflect a vanety of organizational 'types, In Minnesota, the
agency involved is a teacher center associated with a university, in
Washington, a local school distnct, in California, a regional educational
laboratory sponsored by NIE,_in Kansas, an independent statewide
educational diffusion organization, in Connecticut, a cooperative service
agency supported by local school districts, and in Massachusetts, a
division of The NETWORK itself. Approximately 25 school sites are
served by the project's linking agents, one of Cduhorn is located in each of
the six member agencies of the consortium. The project relies very
heavily on these linking agents, who are committed to the project
approximately full time. Particular importance is given to their role as
managers of the change process who coordinate both the internal and
the external resources necessary for problem solving and R&D product
utilization. A considerable amount of direct technical assistance and
support is provided to the linking agents by the central project office..

Northwest Readin Consortium. This project, under the overall
direction of t e ashington state ucation agency, is operated as a
consortium of four states in the Northwest. Washington, Oregon, Alaska,
and Idaho. The project builds upon the existing Right to Read (R2R)
protrams in the four states. (Right to Read. is a nationwidi program
sponsored by the U.S. Office of Education to eliminate functional
illiteracy.) Each of the approximately 40 participating schools is an
R2R school. Considered an extension of the R2R experience, th6 pro
jest is providing the scilools with theknowledge and resources to seek
R&D based solutions to problems .iclentifiesl. through comprehensive
needs issiissments. The field work with the local schools is done by a
full-time linking agent housed at each 9f four linking agencies these
include intermediate service districts in Washington, Oregon and Alaska,
and a university in Idaho. An additional affiliate of the Consortium,
the Northwest Regional Laboratory, is respopible for training the link
ing agents and also compiling the "knowledge base" of available R&D
products to which the schools can refer.

22-
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Appendix B
Usefulness of the Levels

of Analygis and Research Questions

Even large scale social research like the RDU program study needs
to set priorities among the many phenomena it might investigate. For
each of the levels of analysis (school, linking agent, and project), Abt
AssociateVgenerated lists of potential research questions which a study
of the RDU program might address. To assist us in focpsing on the most
important quesens, the policy makers were asked to identify the three.
or tour at each level of analysis which filmed most relevant to their
planning and decision making agenda.

lc
The policy makers were most interested in the results of the School .

Level Study because they felt that the RDU program would succeed
or fait in the schools. The questions which were viewed as most pertinent
to the policy Makers' educational and administrative concerns were

What pre-existing conditions in sihools and school dis-
tricts are associated with success or failure of various
RDU activities?

What combinations of internalextemal resources and
tactics arerelated to various measures of success?

What Grits of information are considered most useful to
problem solving groups during various activities in the RDU

4 process?

Four questions in the Linking Agent Study were given a high
Priority; by the policy makers:

el What characteristics of the linking agents' orgahizational
tngat, or im e etrroe

% How does the involvement of linking, agents affect the
school's effectiveness and responsiveness to social cfiange?

What, types of training)programs, 'orientation \nateriak,
organizational settings, and other support mechanisms
should be developed and provided for linking agents?

s

What do linking agents do? How is the linking agent role
defined? How dots this role compare with other similar
roles such as change agent oconsultant?

.23.'
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Of the

.

questions in the Project Level Study, policy makers were
most interested.in the following:

,`

- -
What are the consequences of differences in procedures,
status, structure, or goals for cooperation between organ-
izations involved in RDU programs? How do RDU project
directors cleat with differences between organizations
within their network?

. What kpecialized functions can best be performed by what
v types of organizations at various stages in the proi)letil

-solving pr-Tcess?

What typ;s of interorgandational relationships are most
likely to be institutionalized? What actions can be taken to
ease thisproceW

What are the costs of developing and sustaining interorgan-
izational -relationships of the type utilized in the RDU
projects?

How do projects sponsored by the RDU., ational Diffu-
sion ,Network, State Capacity Building Gran , and Demon-

. stration -and Technical Assistanee.pzograms iff4r in th'eit
strueture, specific objectives, types of resou es they draw
upon in the change effqrt, and the specific , tics brought
to bear on client problem solving? To what e tent can vary-
ing outcomes of these projects be attributedotheinter-
proiram differences?

N
.f.s.,.....r* ..
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